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ardn uc currently exceeded. Etrono reg- 
wry - abo exfrt to i h  
thrt-atr qu4ity tn CuKUlw cksa 8rem 
curnot detcrlorsb r U m C i S n t 4  to nrbject 
the public hulth or welfare b .N cur- 
rent4 quantifiable adverss effecb. AI- 
though the effect of these regulntlo~ Is 
to mltlgate any debrioratian in mort 
sections of the country, the altemstlves 
presented henln are lntended to prevent. 
in accordance with the District Court's 

av-  to Wbk health and welfare. 
!b the extent th.t the Act provides 

lag buir !or detlrmg slgnincmt deterlo- 
t.Uon, it d o e  LO only In section lOl(b) 
( I ) ,  whlch dedvclr that om of the pur- 
poser oi the Act is "to protect and en- 
hance fhe fmillty of the Nation'8 alr re- 
SoIllCcl 80  88 to promote the public 
hedth and w&ue urd the productive 
caprcfty of ltr population". Addltlonal 
euldance I8 avltl.ble from the IePWstlrc 

Concmrru, Lssotl, 
Btctlon 109 of the Clean Air Act re- 

qulrtr the ~dmtnbtrator to est.bllsb ns- 
tlm primary mnblent alr quality 
8tandsrdt "to pmtect the public herrlth" 
and national 8econd.n ambient air 
q u t p  Wdcudr.  "to PmtCCt the WbUc 
welfare from any knuwn or antlclpated 
rrdverae effects," indudhe. BI rwcilled 
by aection SOl(h), "effwta on mils, wu- 
kr. crops. Pegetation. man-made mate- 
rials. animal& wildlife, weather, vlalbn- 
tty, md climate, dnmage to and deter!o- 
mtlon oi property, m d  hpzlvdr to tram- 
portation, M well M effect8 on economic 
values and on pcrsonRt comfort and well- 
being." Buch national standards must be 

der section 108, must %net the latest 
sclentinc knowledee useful in lndlcatlng 
the kind and extent of all identillable 
effectd on publlc health and welfare 
which may be expected from the pns- 
a c e  tof air pollutants1 in the ambient 
air. in trargfne quantities." Thus, stand- 
srvibr Wkd to demonstrable or pre- 
dictable ndverae effete which can be 
qu~titathnly related to pollutant con- 
centratfans h the  unblent a&. 

m e  bsrir for preventing: si&cant 
deterloratiun therefore lie8 in 8 de- 
sire to protect aesthetk. scenic, md rec- 
reational value% psrticular4 in nld 
areas. and in concern thrt some rlr pol- 
lutants mar have ed- elXe& that 
Mve not been documented in such a way 
M to pvmft the consideration in the 
formuhtlon of national ambient air 
9\11alltJ standards. Pending the develop- 
ment of adequate 8dentinc data on the 
ldnd and extent of adverse effect6 of alr 
pollutant lev& below the secondary 
Sturdsrdr. aiontncMt deWomUon must 
necemufb be dtilned without a direct 
quantitative relatiomhip to speclflc ad- 
verse effech on pabllc health and wel- 
fare. It should be emphssfwd that de- 
itnfng s i ~ c a n t  deterloration in thls 
way doa not imply s judement by EPA 
on ths quurtkra of whether I t  is mund 
public policy to d d n e  "deterloration" as 
aw increment above existing B1r pollu- 
tlon level8 and to attempt b deflne Wg- 
niELcmt" dekrloratlon In the absence of 
documentatton on the adverse effects 
thereof. Rpthamore. I t  is wsslbtc. in- 
deed probable, that even when there me 
addittonrl data, I t  will be evident that 
there ue levels klw wNch wme of the 
pollutmta covered by natlonal 6tandvds 
do not have effects that can be c w i d -  

bsscd on nir crfterla which. M- 

ani-&thg mda ScCtfOn 109 k neces- 

1970) contafned the followingstptement: 
In ares# where cumnt .Ir pollution lcrcls 

w h d y  aquU to, or better than, the air 
qulrllty gods, the Bacrc ty  mould not rp- 
prore m y  ImplemenUtion plan which dm8 
not pmHde. to the mxlPltlm extent prnc- 
Wbk. for the aOntlnue4 mrfntenanec of 

Though the Report rlso suggested that 
it mleht be &ble b prevent .11 de- 
krloratlon. it is apparent that the me%.- 
uru necessary for that purpose Would 
brlng erowth md development virtually 
to a standstill ln many areas and there- 
fore rue lncompstlble with protectlng the 
"~toducttve carwcltv" of the Nation's 
Povu2otion. 

Clenr4. It is not wlthln the provtncc or 
EPA. under d*er the Clean Alr Act or 
any other statute, to impose )imitations 
on the NatIon'r growth. Neither tlic 
Sikm Club nor m y  of the Btaks or or- 
gsnfintlons that Ned amtnrr curlac 
briefs wi th  the Supreme Court in sup- 
port of the Sierra Club's posltlon argued 
that the Instrict Court's prelimfncvg ln- 
Junction mearM that EPA must limit 
economfc mwth. as 8uch. in order to 
prevent signlilcant deterforstion of air 
dWtlity. To the contrary, it was awemi '& 

that mwth could and would COnttnUnue. 
albeit wlth the rutrkttons necessary to 
prevent signillcant dettrfornUon. 
The Siem Club, for example. made 

the following statement: 
The development of mrsl lucu will not bc 

prevented by a pmhlbltlon y n r t  rlgn14- 

hlbIUon op It# f . ~  4- cot prevent all In- 
cI1.y. La polluUon. If th. bast avUlsblt 
t8chnolgiul do~elopments are utlllud md 
U a w m w  pollution produang sources ua 
not concentxated In OM place. most Indus- 
try cu3 eater Clem sreu r?thaut erurtng 
agnlnant deter!omUon. (p. DI) 

And the State of Capomin made thc 
following stcrtuncnts: 

Pmt.ntIon of rtqntdcrnt deterloratton of 
Ur quUItr does not fasadow thr construe- 
Uon in e l u s  Ur buiw M e  putlally polluted 

far11 fuel pma pl.nC. md other polluring 
Inducma whleh uullm. OII s eonnnuing 
brb* the best snllabla technology. 'No 
slgatfhat  dstmtmtlou' -ply mtana rhrt 
cartun 1- md laaedquatcly controlled 
pdlutlon .D- rill not k pannltW. ipp. 
1-1) or m-, aecnomc ma mew rutorr 

quUIty Ln art.ln .isu. But thla ewe dot. 

or pmhlblttng any deterlomuon of 

N C h  Mbl8Zlt BW qUUtt7. 

aOt b a t b ~ O ! S U o Z r  & .It p u g .  Such B pro- 

.Ir bulm ol mll-plmMd m d  W.ll-dlsburud 

-y WSu l8qm d m 8 U O U  Of 

not LnrOtW Slly qUe8tlOU of p?0blhlUn6 

rtr quu1ty. It I# not B 'noB-degluflAt&n' uy. 
(P. 
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